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General Interview Agenda Topics Concerning Case 09/327,282 

In response to the Examiner's request. Applicants are providing a brief summary of some 
topics that Applicants would like to discuss concerning case 09/327,282. 

At the outset, the Examiner is thanked for allowing us to conduct an interview and for the 
thorough review and consideration of the subject application. The Office Action of July 13, 
2001 has been received and carefully reviewed. 

In this Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 3-6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Osada et al . (U.S. Patent No. 5,781,168) hereinafter "Osada". Claims 13-22 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Osada . In addition, the Examiner rejected claims 23-30 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Osada in view of Ohta et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,201,590). Applicants respectfully submit that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been 
established. 

For example, regarding claim 3, Applicants do not believe that Osada, teaches or suggests 
"supply data signal voltages having a width enlarged in accordance with a position at the scanning 
wire to the signal wires" as recited in claim 3. Rather, Osada discloses an apparatus and method for 
driving an electroluminescent device. In Osada, "The voltage Vw varies the pulse widths Twj (1=1, 2, 
N) of the pulses applied to the column electrodes according to the display data to create various 
gray levels." (column 5, lines 45-49). "Before the row electrode driving voltage waveform 611a 
applied to the common electrode ceases, the applications of various column electrode driving voltage 
waveforms are ended successively, i.e., with a progressively increased delay corresponding to 
successive dots." (column 6, lines 59-64). However, unlike Osada. claim 3 discloses data signal 
voltages having a width enlarged in accordance with a position at the scanning wire to the signal 
wires. 



